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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 

Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 4: Parts 17 and 18 inserted — 

Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am sure that the minister has been waiting with bated breath. Can I compliment the minister 
on her small number of advisers; it shows a great deal of confidence in the two advisers, and I mean that genuinely. 
There is not the phalanx that we sometimes see sitting at the table. 

I will get back to proposed section 271 in the bill. As I was saying before we adjourned for question time and the 
matter of public interest, a question was raised by some at least about whether the Western Australian Planning 
Commission will have adequate resources to handle all the applications that will come into it. Main Roads WA has 
been an area that has come up in a lot of conversations. The minister thought that there might be a benefit in moving 
other people into the Planning Commission from Main Roads. Is there a plan to provide additional resources and 
support to the commission to help support this process? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Government has already approved additional resources of about $4 million to support this 
new assessment process, and fees will also be paid. Currently, fees are paid to local government and the 
development assessment panels. We have already had feedback from some councils—probably including 
councils that the member represents—about the impact that not collecting these fees will have on their budget. 
We are happy to work with councils if they do not collect the same amount of fees and it impacts their budget. 
The other issue is in relation to the department’s resources. As I said, there are a lot of good planners in local 
government. I have already asked the department to look at people who understand the assessment process well 
and are keen to work with significant projects and to potentially pull in some resources from local government 
on either a secondment arrangement or an appointment arrangement for the 18-month period. An additional 
$4 million has been provided through the government process. Fees will be charged. Notwithstanding that, we 
understand there will also be a budget impact on local governments, particularly those that receive a lot of 
planning applications. 

The member asked earlier, I think, for some examples of $30 million projects. A $36 million project would be the 
seven-storey development near the corners of Newcastle and Vincent Streets, Leederville; a $40 million project 
would be the 16-storey mixed-use building, with student accommodation and ground-floor commercial space, 
near the corner of Wellington and Murray Streets; and a $31 million project would be the expansion to the 
Cockburn Gateway Shopping City, Beeliar Drive, Success. They are some examples of that value that the member 
asked for before we were interrupted. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a kind of an omnibus request, but there will be a special program for 18 months to go 
directly to the Western Australian Planning Commission with eligible projects. In 18 months’ time, there will be 
a specialist development assessment panel. What powers will this new special program have relative to the existing 
DAPs? How will they differ? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There are two key points. For 18 months there will be the special referral powers from the 
Premier and through the minister. They will give due regard to the planning frameworks, but also in making their 
decisions they will be able to give wider consideration to, for example, jobs, economic development and wider 
public policy issues. As I understand, it is similar in concept to the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, which 
also has wider criteria, although its scheme is slightly different because it is administered under the metropolitan 
development schemes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Existing DAPs have to give more than due regard to local planning schemes; therefore, they 
do not have the power, after giving due regard, to alter or differentiate from them. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is correct. One of the issues goes back to the local planning scheme itself. Where there 
has been the most contention was in Melville, for example—I think the member for Bateman discussed this—
when people did not quite understand, in particular, the Canning Bridge activity centre plan. It goes back to the 
issue of discretion. There are a lot of local planning schemes, but most of them—I do not think there are many that 
do not; Cottesloe might be one—have flexibility or discretion built into their scheme. As I understand it—I will wait 
for people to nod—most schemes have flexibility and discretion built into them. Lawyers currently argue about 
the level of discretion. A lot of the discussion is now about local planning schemes. There used to be a lot of local 
planning schemes and then DAPs were created. DAPs looked at the letter of the law around the schemes and said, 
“Hang on, it refers to whatever coding, but there is discretion, and, as a result, we will apply that discretion.” Then 
the outcomes shocked everybody due to the realisation that the scheme did not quite match what people expected. 
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RUN ON As a result, the development assessment panel made its decisions to the letter of the scheme. That is why 
when people have said decisions were outside the scheme, the decision was outside of what they expected, but in 
relation to discretion or capping of discretion, many decisions did not have that. A lot of work that councils are 
doing now, including the Cities of Melville and South Perth, is looking at and asking: what is the basic expected 
built form, what discretion do they think they should give, and what would be the community benefit from that 
discretion? The discussion has moved to that. 
In answer to the member’s particular question, the DAP is bound entirely by parts of the scheme, whereas 
through these 18 months, the WA Planning Commission will give due regard to this scheme, but also have other 
considerations that are listed in the legislation. This comes back to some projects—for example, the Cottesloe 
example: a project may sit slightly outside the scheme in its requirements and is pushing to change the scheme. 
Changing the scheme will take two years and it would be changing the scheme for potentially two metres. The WAPC 
would then have to initiate the scheme, go through the whole scheme, and if it is for a project that the community 
pretty much supports—I am taking at face value one of the particular projects out there—and we believe that the 
project has good financial backing and would deliver jobs, under the current process, it would have to go through. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 3256.] 
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